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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 22-54 and 60-130 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 21 is objected to because of the following informalities: Lines 9-10 should 
include "and" between the limitations "message" and "transmitting". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "host file" in Line 21 . There is insufficient 

antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitations should read "host 

protocol file". 

Claim 21 recites the limitation "a first interface" in Line 3. The claim is indefinite 
because "a first interface" has been recited in Line 2 and the examiner cannot 
determine if Applicant intended to further recite the same first interface or a different 
interface. The limitations should read "the first interface" or "a second interface". For 
the remainder of this Office Action the examiner will interpret the limitation as, "the first 
interface". 
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Claim 85 recites the limitation, "the processor" in Line 19. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitations should read "a 
processor". 

Claim 101 recites the limitation, "the cable headend" in Line 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitations should read 
"a cable headend". 

The examiner strongly recommends reviewing the remaining claims for any other 
112 2 nd Paragraph issues. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 22-25, 27-32, 34-37, 39-44, 45-48, 50-52, 54, 60, 62-63, 65-67 and 70- 
74, 87-90, 93-101, 103-104, 106-119, 121-124, 126 and 128-130 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Dal Canto et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2003/0217166). 

Referring to claim 22, Dal Canto discloses an enhanced services system (see 
Figure 1) comprising a processor having a first interface (see NOC 200 in Figure 1 , 
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which has multiple interfaces 230, 220, 240, 225 and 210), the processor capable of 
receiving an activation message (see Paragraph 0044, Lines 4-9), the processor 
capable of retrieving a host protocol file using a first interface in response to the 
activation message by ascertaining a host type associated with the activation message 
(see Paragraph 0048, Lines 3-9), wherein the host protocol file comprises a plurality of 
configuration commands (see Paragraph 0048 for the client profile containing attached 
peripheral devices information) and associated host protocol data (see Paragraph 0048 
for the client profile containing geographic location and network location information), 
each configuration command pertaining to an operation capable of being performed in a 
host (the examiner notes that a controllable peripheral device list that can be controlled 
are operations that can be performed by a host device), the processor capable of 
selecting one of the host protocol data and deriving a host specific protocol 
configuration message (see Paragraph 0048, Lines 9-15 for connecting to the host 
based on the client profile information) and transmitting the host-specific protocol 
configuration message to the host using a second interface (see Paragraph 0049), 
wherein the host protocol data is used by the processor to derive the host-specific 
configuration message (see again Paragraph 0048, Lines 9-15). 

Dal Canto further discloses a memory storage operatively connected to the first 
interface (see client database 240), capable of storing the host protocol file comprising 
the host protocol data (see Paragraph 0048, Lines 3-4), the host protocol file associated 
with the host type (see Paragraph 0048 for the client profile containing a client device 
type field) and the configuration command associated with a service identifier (see 
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again Paragraph 0048 for the attached peripheral devices information, which is 
associated with the types of services that the host device is capable performing and 
therefore associated with a service identifier), the memory storage further capable of 
storing an association between a host address of the host and the host type (see 
Paragraph 0048 for the client profile containing both the device type and network 
address of the host device), the memory storage further capable of providing the host 
protocol file to the processor in response to a request from the processor (see again 
Paragraph 0048, Lines 3-4). 

Referring to claims 23-25, 27-32 and 34-37 and 39-44, see the rejection of claims 
22 and further note Paragraphs 0030-0042 for the different types of network 
connections and device types that are supported by the provisioning system. 

Referring to claims 45-48, 50-52 and 54, see the rejection of claims 22-25, 27-32, 
34-37 and 39-44. 

Referring to claims 60, 62-63, 65-67 and 70-74, see the rejection of claims 22-25, 
27-32, 34-37 and 39-44. 

Referring to claims 87-89, see the rejection of claims 22-25, 27-32, 34-37 and 

39-44. 
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Referring to claims 90, 93-101 and 103-104, see the rejection of claims 22-25, 
27-32, 34-37 and 39-44. 

Referring to claims 106-1 12, see the rejection of claims 22-25, 27-32, 34-37 and 

39-44. 

Referring to claims 1 13-117, see the rejection of claims 22-25, 27-32, 34-37 and 

39-44. 

Referring to claims 1 18-119, 121-124, 126 and 128-130, see the rejection of 
claims 22-25, 27-32, 34-37 and 39-44. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 26, 33, 38, 49, 53, 61, 64, 68-69, 75-86, 91-92, 102, 105, 125 and 127 

are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dal Canto et al. (U.S. 

Patent Application Publication 2003/0217166). 
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Referring to claim 26, Dal Canto discloses all of the limitations of claim 22, but 
fails to teach that the activation message includes a transaction reference number 
identifying a previously indicated provisioning transaction. 

The examiner takes Official Notice to the fact that service activation messages in 
provisioning system include reference numbers of previously indicated transactions. 
For example, provisioning system use such messages in order inform the provisioning 
server that the client has been previously activated or deactivated based on lack of 
payment or various other reasons. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the provisioning system, as taught by Dal Canto, to 
include the transaction reference number in the activation messages, for the purpose of 
allowing a provisioning system to accurately bill a client according to services previously 
ordered. 

Referring to claim 33, Dal Canto discloses all of the limitations in claim 30, but 
fails to teach sending the host-specific protocol message using a DOCSIS based 
channel. 

The examiner takes Official Notice to the fact that DOCSIS is a known standard 
used in communicating various types of data is a cable network. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the channel used to transmit the host-specific protocol 
message to the host, as taught by Dal Canto, using a DOCSIS channel, for the purpose 
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of allowing multiple host interface devices to perform a ranging process that preserves 
bandwidth between multiple cable modems requesting data simultaneously. 

Referring to claim 38, Dal Canto discloses all of the limitations in claim 22, but 
fails to teach a billing system operatively connected to the processor capable of 
receiving a second provisioning message comprising the host address and an indication 
that the host-specific protocol message was transmitted to the host. 

The examiner takes Official Notice to the fact that a billing system can be 
informed by a provisioning system as to what services has been provided to a host. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the provisioning system, as taught by Dal Canto, to 
include a billing system, for the purpose of properly charging the client for the services 
ordered by the client. 

Referring to claims 49 and 53, see the rejection of claim 38 and note that it is 
further obvious for a billing system to send a billing code from the billing system to the 
provisioning system in order for the user to properly received and charged for a specific 
service. 

Referring to claim 61 , see the rejection of claims 38, 49 and 53. 

Referring to claim 64, Dal Canto discloses all of the limitation of claim 60, but 
fails to teach that the host protocol data comprises XML data. 
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The examiner takes Official Notice to the fact that an XML file can be used to 
provision a client device. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the host protocol file, as taught by Dal Canto, using an 
XML format, for the purpose of providing host protocol file with a generic format that can 
be processed by any number of different client devices. 

Referring to claim 68, see the rejection of claims 38, 49 and 53. 

Referring to claim 69, see the rejection of claim 33. 

Referring to claims 75-77, see the rejection of claims 38, 49 and 53. 

Referring to claims 78-86, see the rejection of claims 22-44. 

Referring to claims 91-92, see the rejection of claims 38, 49 and 53. 

Referring to claim 102, see the rejection of claim 26. 

Referring to claim 105, see the rejection of claim 33. 

Referring to claim 120, see the rejection of claims 38, 49 and 53. 
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Referring to claims 125 and 127, see the rejection of claim 33. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 1-21 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
Referring to independent claim 1 , the prior art of record fails to anticipate or 
rendered obvious the combined elements/steps of " a processor capable of receiving 
provisioning data using a first interface, the provisioning data including a service 
identifier and a subscriber, the processor capable of using the subscriber identifier to 
ascertain the host type indicating a manufacturer and a model of the host, the processor 
capable of retrieving the host protocol file associated with the host type using a second 
interface ", in conjunction with " the processor capable of transmitting the respective host- 
specific protocol provisioning message to the host using a third interface ", as recited in 
the claims. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

The examiner notes that in addition to the reasons stated by the Applicant in the 
Applicant's arguments, Donlan, McKeown and Makofka all fail to teach the specific type 
of host protocol file, as well as the specific method of processing the host protocol file to 
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produce the host-specific protocol-provisioning message using all three interfaces. The 
examiner further notes that Dal Canto teaches only two interfaces, one between the 
client device (the host, which sends the host protocol file) and the NOC and the second 
between the client database 240 and the Meta-Desktop service module 220, therefore 
only teaching two interfaces and therefore teaching away from independent claim 1 , 
because the second interface is used to not only receive the host protocol file, but is 
also used to transmit the host-specific provisioning message from the processor to the 
host. 

7. Claims 55-59 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
Referring to independent claim 1 , the prior art of record fails to anticipate or 
rendered obvious the combined elements/steps of " a server receiving a host protocol 
file ", in conjunction with, " the server receiving a host profile file comprising feature 
descriptors ", in conjunction with, " the server displaying to a user the feature descriptors 
from the host profile file, receiving user input and processing the server data file, the 
user input and the host protocol file to produce at least one host-specific protocol 
configuration message ", as recited in the claims. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 
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The examiner notes that in addition to the reasons stated by the Applicant in the 
Applicant's arguments, Donlan, McKeown and Makofka all fail to teach the specific type 
of host protocol file, as well as the specific method of processing the host protocol file to 
produce the host-specific protocol-provisioning message using all three interfaces. The 
examiner further notes that Dal Canto teaches only a client profile, not a client profile 
and a host protocol file. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason P. Salce whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7301 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am-6pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examinees 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on (571 ) 272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Jason P Salce 
Primary Examiner 



September 14, 2006 




